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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 1 and its dependents are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In line 6 of the claim the applicant recites " a second optical 
transmitter a second analog optical carrier." This claim language is not clear. Claim 1 further 
recites that the second optical waveguide coupled to the data service hub receives the first analog 
optical carrier. However, the figures and specification do not support this. Apparently, the 
applicant intended to claim that the second optical waveguide receives the second analog optical 
carrier. 

3. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the node" throughout claim 1 and its dependents. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The examiner suggests that the 
claim language be amended to clearly recite "the laser transceiver node." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-3, 8-11, 16-20, 24-29, 34-38, 41-45, 48-49, 51, 54-56, 58, 61-63, 65-67, 69-70, 
72-73, and 75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bodeep (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,528,582) in view of Woodward (U.S. Patent No. 7,007,297). 

Regarding claims 1, 9, 16, 26, 34, 41, 48, 54, 55, 61, 62, 65, 66, 69, 70, 72, 73, Bodeep 
teaches a data service hub (reference numeral 1 10 in Figure 1) comprising: a first optical 
transmitter (reference numeral 115 in Figure 1) for modulating a first analog optical carrier 
having a first wavelength with a first electrical broadcast signal; a second optical transmitter 
(reference numeral 1 13 in Figure 1) a second analog optical carrier having a second 
wavelength with the second electrical broadcast signal; a first optical waveguide (reference 
numeral 101 in Figure 1) coupled to the data service hub and a laser transceiver node 
(reference numeral 120 in Figure 1) for receiving the first analog optical carrier and propagating 
it to the laser transceiver node; a second optical waveguide (reference numeral 102 in Figure 
1) coupled to the data service hub and the node for receiving the first analog optical 
carrier and propagating it to the laser transceiver node, the node comprising a combiner 
(reference numeral 127 in Figure 1) for mixing the first and second analog optical carriers; a 
third optical waveguide (reference numeral 141 in Figure 1 in the all optical scenario discussed 
in column 9 lines 59-65) coupled to the laser transceiver node and a subscriber optical 
interface (reference numeral 143 in Figure 1) for receiving the combined first and second 
analog optical carriers and propagating them to the subscriber optical interface. Bodeep differs 
from the claimed invention in that Bodeep fails to specifically teach that the subscriber optical 
interface comprises a service provider selection device for selecting one of the analog optical 
carriers. However, Woodward teaches that it is well known in the art to include a service 
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provider selection device (reference numeral 170 in Figure 1) for selecting one of the analog 
optical carriers. One skilled in the art would have been motivated to include a service provider 
selection device in order to allow a subscriber to select a channel or band of channels (column 4 
lines 53-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to a service provider selection device for selecting one of the analog 
optical carriers in Bodeep. 

Regarding claims 2, 10, 17, 18, 25, 27, 28, 35, 36, 38, 42, 43, 45, 49, 56, 63, 67, 75, the 
combination of Bodeep and Woodward teaches that the subscriber optical interface comprises an 
analog optical receiver (inherent in the end-units of Bodeep in the all optical scenario discussed 
in column 9 lines 59-65, and shown as 180 in Woodward) for converting the selected analog 
optical carrier into electrical broadcast signals. 

Regarding claims 3,11, 19, 29, 37, 44, 51, 58, the combination of Bodeep and 
Woodward teaches a broadcast receiver for demodulating electrical broadcast signals (inherent in 
the end-units of Bodeep and shown as 196, 198 in Woodward). 

Regarding claim 8 and 24, the combination of Bodeep and Woodward teaches that the 
broadcast signals comprise at least one of analog television broadcast signals (e.g. AM-VSB 
throughout Bodeep), analog radio broadcast signals, and high density television broadcast 
signals. 

6. Claim 4, 5, 12-13, 20-21, 30-31, 50, 57, 64, 68, and 71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Bodeep in view of Woodward, as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Schemmann (U.S. Patent No. 6,687,432). 
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Regarding claims 4, 12, 20, 30, 50, 57, 64, 68, 71, the combination of Bodeep and 
Woodward differs from the claimed invention in that it fails to specifically teach that the service 
provider selection device comprises an optical filter. However, Schemmann teaches that 
optically filtering an optical signal prior to reception at a subscriber's optical interface is well ' 
known in the art (reference numeral 350 in Figure 4). One skilled in the art would have been 
motivated to optically filter an optical signal prior to reception at a subscriber's optical interface 
in order to separate the optical signals according to wavelength (column 9 lines 20-33 of 
Schemmann). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to optically filter an optical signal prior to reception at a subscriber's optical 
interface. 

Regarding claims 5, 13, 21, 31, the combination of Bodeep and Woodward differs from 
the claimed invention in that it fails to specifically teach that the laser transceiver node comprises 
a wavelength division multiplexer for combining the first and second analog optical carriers. 
However, Schemmann teaches that using a wavelength division multiplexer for combining the 
first and second analog optical carriers is well known in the art (reference numeral 346 in Figure 
4). One skilled in the art would have been motivated to use a wavelength division multiplexer 
for combining the first and second analog optical carriers in order to increase the amount of 
content available to each subscriber. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a wavelength division multiplexer for combining 
the first and second analog optical carriers. 
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7. Claim 6, 14, 22, 32, 39, 46, 52, and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bodeep in view of Woodward, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Parsay (U.S. Patent No. 5,694,232). 

Regarding claims 6, 14, 22, 32, 39, 46, 52, 59, the combination of Bodeep and 
Woodward differs from the claimed invention in that it fails to specifically teach that the use of 
an optical diplexer for mixing the first and second analog optical carriers together with a digital 
optical carrier. However, Parsay teaches that the use of diplexers to combine digital and analog 
signals is well known in the art (Figure 3). One skilled in the art would have been motivated to 
include a diplexer for mixing the first and second analog optical carriers together with a digital 
optical carrier in order to increase the amount of content available to each subscriber. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
a diplexer for mixing the first and second analog optical carriers together with a digital optical 
carrier. 

8. Claim 7, 15, 23, 33, 40, 47, 53, 60, and 74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bodeep in view of Woodward, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Chambers (U.S. Patent No. 5,867,485). 

Regarding claims 7, 15, 23, 33, 40, 47, 53, 60, and 74, the combination of Bodeep and 
Woodward differs from the claimed invention in that it fails to specifically teach that the use of 
an optical diplexer for separating the first and second analog optical carriers from a digital 
optical carrier. However, Chambers teaches that the use of diplexers to for separation of digital 
and analog signals at the subscriber is well known in the art (Figure 5). One skilled in the art 
would have been motivated to include a diplexer for separating the first and second analog 



Application/Control Number: 10/699,614 



Page 7 



Art Unit: 2613 

optical carriers from a digital optical carrier in order to increase the amount of content available 
to each subscriber. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a diplexer for separating the first and second analog optical 
carriers from a digital optical carrier in order to increase the amount of content available to each 
subscriber. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Agustin Bello whose telephone number is (571) 272-3026. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on (571)272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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